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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Please note that based on the amendments submitted with the RCE of 8/22/07, a 
number of 1 12 1st and 2nd paragraph issues occurred which were not addressed in the 
Office Action of 9/5/07. These issues will be discussed below, and as such this action 
will not be made final. Additionally, Applicant's arguments of both 8/22/07 and 12/04/07 
will be addressed. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claims 13-15 are objected to because of the following informalities: Claims 13- 
15, as amended, depend from claim 1 , which makes them duplicates of claims 7-9. It is 
assumed that these claims were intended to depend from claim 1 1 , and they will be 
treated as such. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

4. Claims 1,3-11,1 3-1 5, 27-29, 31 -34, and 40-50 are rejected under 35 

U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the written description requirement. 
The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described in the specification in 
such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the 
inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed 
invention. These claims were amended on 8/22/07 to include the limitation that the 
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airbag module cover includes some form of the limitation "a substrate surface that lacks 
a tear seam". (Claim 1, line 3, Claim 11 , line 3, Claim 27, line 10, and Claim 40, line 14) 
It is noted that the invention as disclosed clearly includes a tear seam (72, or 172) in the 
module cover, see for instance paragraph [0040] of the specification, and Figure 3a, 3b. 
It is noted that claim 16 includes the limitation that the primary dashboard panel 
substrate surface does not include a tear seam, and perhaps this is the limitation that 
was intended to be included in the other claims noted above, however that is not clear, 
because this limitation was apparently added to overcome Yokota, which does not have 
a tear seam in the primary dashboard panel, and as such no clue can be derived from 
claim 16. It is noted that claims 7-9, 13-15, and 32-34 and 47-49, each require a tear 
seam and as such they contradict the claims from which they depend. 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 1,3-11,1 3-21 , 23-29, 31 -34 and 40-50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, 
second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly 
claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. The claims are 
replete with errors, especially in light of the specification. The scope of these claims is 
very unclear. As discussed above, each of the independent claims 1 , 1 1 , 27 and 40 
include the absence of a tear seam. Based on the specification, the substrate surface of 
the airbag module cover is element 52. Element 52 includes a tear seam (72) and it is 
disclosed that it may "pass completely or partially through the cover 52, and potentially 
into the foam and skin layers 44, 50" [see paragraph [0040]. Additionally, each of claims 
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7-9, 13-15, and 32-34 and 47-49 include a limitation where "the airbag module cover 
further includes a tear seam". There is some possibility that what is intended is that the 
tear seam is cut entirely through the cover, as disclosed in paragraph [0044]) For the 
purposes of examination, this is what will be assumed. Claim 16 is replete with errors. 
The "substrate surface" is mentioned a number of times, and since there is both "a 
primary dashboard panel having a substrate surface" and "an airbag module cover 
having a substrate surface" it is quite unclear to which is being referred. Additionally "a 
decorative overlay" is mentioned on line 3, line 6, line 10, and "a "skin-and-foam 
overlay" is mentioned on 12. The redundancy of these recitations is confusing. Are 
these intended to be separate elements? The same problem holds with respect to claim 
40 and the multiple recitation of a decorative overlay. Regarding claim 17, "an orifice" is 
recited, but it is not clear if this is intended to be a separate orifice from the one 
mentioned in line 13 of claim 17. Regarding claim 27, line 7 recites "no visible seam 
between the substrate surface and the primary dashboard panel". Since two different 
substrate surfaces have been recited in the claim (see line 3 and line 5) it is unclear 
which one is intended in lines 7-8. This problem also occurs in lines 9 and 10, where 
"the substrate surface" and "the substrate" are recited, respectively. Regarding claim 
21 , "an instrument panel" is not different from the primary dashboard panel, as 
disclosed, and so this recitation is confusing. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
7. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 
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8. Claims 16-22, 24 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Yokota (US 6,406,056.) Yokota teaches an inflatable airbag module 
including a primary dashboard panel having a substrate surface (26) that has an airbag 
module cover adapter that is orifice and channel (see Figure 1) and does not include a 
tear seam. Additionally, the air bag module cover (28) includes an instrument panel 
adapter that is a radial flange extending from the airbag module cover (see Figure 1 .) A 
face of the module cover (bottom) of flange is attached (by integrally molding) to the 
instrument panel. Regarding the tear seam Yokota teaches one, in substantially the 
same location as that disclosed by the applicant, on the cover, and teaches that it is 
molded, stamped or punched into the airbag module cover (see col. 3, lines 13-24.) The 
combination substrate surface includes a skin and foam overlay (22,24.) and provides a 
surface that is sufficiently even (see Figure 1.) Regarding the newly added limitation, 
the instrument panel substrate subtends the substrate surface of the airbag cover (in 
the same way as disclosed by the applicant, the flange of the cover overlies the channel 
(see Figure 1 .) 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. As best understood, Claims 1 , 3,4, 7-10, 24-29, 32, 33, 34, 40-44, 47- 50 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Yokota (US 6,406,056.) in 
view of Bauer (US 5,744,776.) These claims are very confusing, as discussed above, 
because it is unclear what the status of the tear seam in the module cover includes. For 
the purposes of examination, it will be assumed that what was intended was the tear 
seam to completely penetrate the module cover, as discussed in paragraph [0044] and 
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shown in the Figures. Yokota is discussed above, and for those elements not 
previously discussed, Yokota teaches a substrate surface (center of cover 28), and 
includes a module housing with an interlock portion and cushion (see Figure 3.) 
Regarding the tear seam Yokota teaches one, in substantially the same location as that 
disclosed by the applicant, on the cover, and teaches that it is molded, stamped or 
punched into the airbag module cover (see col. 3, lines 13-24.) Yokota does not teach 
that it extends through the cover, so as not to require a tear, or that it is laser scored. 
Bauer, as previously discussed teaches such a cover, and further teaches that the 
depth of the seam (that is partially or all the way through the substrate is a matter of 
design choice (See Figure 9 and col. 8, lines 15-24) that is selected based on the level 
of force required to cause rupture of the seam. It would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention, based on the teaching of 
Bauer, to provide a laser scored seam that extends through the substrate, in order to 
reduce the force required to open the door and release the airbag. Regarding claims 40- 
44, and 47-50, the method claims are inherently taught by the apparatus. 
10. As best understood, claims 5,6, 11, 13-15, 23, 31, and 46 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Yokota (US 6,406,056.) in view of Bauer (US 
5,744,776) and further in view of Goestenkors et al. (US 5,303,951 .) Yokota in view of 
Bauer is discussed above, and fails to teach the claimed interlock connection between 
the module housing and cover. Goestenkors et al. teaches that it is known in the airbag 
art to include the claimed connection, with interlocking fingers extending from the cover 
(see Figures 2,5, and 7.) It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
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art to substitute the module housing and connection of Goestenkors et al. into the 
module of Yokota in view of Bauer, since both are air bag storage housing systems, and 
the substitution of one known element fro another would have yielded the predictable 
result of a well formed connection. 

Response to Arguments 
1 1 . Applicant's arguments filed 8/22/07 and 1 2/4/07 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. Regarding the issue of Yokota and the tear seam (see p 13 of 
arguments from 8/22/07) this argument is not persuasive because of the issues noted 
above regarding the 112 1 st and 2 nd paragraph requirements. The applicant has 
disclosed that the instant invention has a tear seam in the cover substrate (52) and the 
Examiner has attempted to interpret this limitation as noted above. Regarding the issue 
of the instrument panel substrate subtending the substrate of the air bag module, this 
limitation is clearly shown in Yokota, and it is unclear why the Applicant denies such. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ruth Man whose telephone number is 571-272-6673. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Paul Dickson can be reached on 571-272-6669. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Ruth Han 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 3616 

/Ruth Man/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3616 



